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’ mmnoscnprs\r- , s
memc; PA'ITERNS OF RESPONSE AND ACTION IN ECIA C TUDIES
~ .OF CHAPI‘ER 2 IN SELECTED STATES :

‘ L_.INIBQIIJQEIQI‘I Tk )
Thls paper summarlzes and sym:heslzes the major mdmgs of n-ihe
state case studxes on' the effects and 1mplementatlon of ( rapker 2 o.. tne‘
Bducat.lon Consolldatlon ahd mprovement Act’ of 1981, commo..ly referred to
as the educaf:lon block grant. The study was" undertaken b ] the Educatlon

; ‘llcy and Organlzatlon Progran of the Natlonal Instltute of Educatlon, in .

collaboratlor&‘ w1th the Plan /wg, Budget and Evaluatlon Offlce of the

Department of Educatlc!n, anc\l was carned out under a COntract w1th E. .

WhlteandCcmpany. o e 3 : '-.F e

.,

The dtates exammed and the case study- resea‘r_chers. are: .’

e . _ . e

K CQlQlaih, , " .+ James Rogeé, University of Colorado B | ;
Maine, - "He Sawm ‘illett, hj Consultant , _' e
4 mgh;gqn? ot Phlllp Kearney, Um.vers1ty of Mlchlgan ‘ ' ‘.
> Nebraslsa, | _ ‘Ropert Egaert, University - of ‘Nebraska N Lo
: P_ennsxlxam.ﬁ, - °Peter Kurilof‘f,'°Un1ver51ty of Pennsylvama B ‘ P
s,g_um_Car_lea... Elchanan LCohn, Unlver51ty .pf South Carolma '
Ignnesseﬁ, ‘., Janet Eyler, Vanderbilt \Um.verslty | -
" dexas, " Martin KaEzman, UmverS1ty of Texas at Dallas =
ﬂashingmn,'. . -Ri'chard"Elmore, University of Washington A
x ] . . )
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,‘ w . .
’me case study researtheriweresselécted both for thelr expertlse in - -

, conductlng such studles and for f:helr knowledge of publlc educatlon
- 1
structéres and processes in the selected stEtes. Each researcher was a

. resxdent of the Sta,te he or she studged ﬁld had the pecessary access to -

publlc off1c1als and repreSentatmves “of- mterest groups at state and local :

+)

1evels. Researchers were asked to place thelr documematlon and analysxs_ :

4 ¢

‘of Chapter 2 mt? the economlc, demographlc, and polltlcal contexts. of

z h-3
s ¢

thelr respectlve states, _
C The Education Consolldatlon and Improvement Act of 1981 prov.ided for
‘ a two-part block grant to replace most prlor federal prograns in elementary\'
and secondary educata.on. Tltle I, with rev1sxons, became Chapter l.
Chapter 2 consolldated -29 categorlcal programs, 1nclud1ng the Emergency
,,,School Ald Act (ESAA) into a smgle block ggant (See appendix for list of
antecedent prograns) ;i The blofck grants in educatJ.on reflect the phllosophy
of the present admmlstratlon about the. federal role in educatlon. They
are. mtended to effect.a shift in 1ntergovermnental relatlons /m educ&txon .
by decreas;.ng federal regulatlon and paperwork and 1ncreasmg local o
3uthor1.ty over the expendlture of f\unds. , They reserve certaln functlons to
the state educatlon agencies whlle prov1d,1ng that at least 80% of the funds
are to go to ‘local educatlon agencxes. 'I'ne Chapter 2 block grant makes the
| state a klnd of"‘mlddle man" in the process, a consequence whlch seemed to
Mtended as cormren'cs by the late Representatlve John Ashbrook of Ohio,
author of the leglslatlon, revealed; N

e !

- E‘;.mlly, the act in very specxflc t:erms
. . " nails down "complete' discretion, subject
;e “ only to bh\ provisions-of this (Act)" for
©*, ® . local educdtional agencies in determining
how. to use funds under the consolldated
programs. :

i




e

: , . ‘The acﬁsserts th:.s as' a guarantee of local ,
- ~~ conttol, close to local voters and the ’
parents of school children, even againgt . .
o “fforts by the State to interfere in the -
. L ) use of federal funds allocated under this )
e programs . - -,
: w May 3: 1982
¢ ¢

' Behlnd the” leglslatlon also lay a skeptxcxsm about the efflcacy of

federal mterventlon and a belief m }:.he abIllty of local school d1str1cts ,

" to know what 1s most needed in schools in a partxcular area at a partlcular‘

“time. There was-a hope t.hat provxdmg more freedom and flexxblllty in

educational programmmg at Jthe local level would result in loosmg the

A

developmental aspects of Chapter 2 was stated clearly 1n ‘the flrst

K

same purposes set forth .in tfhe provisions of Llaw specxfled ‘in this sentence,

[the anteqedent prograns] . but to be used in accordance Wlth the needs and

pnorltles \of state and 1ocal educat:.onal agencxes as deteﬂnlned. by such

.agencxes. SECTIObL 561. (a)l It placed further ¢ : as:.s on the use of’ i

_ the block grant 4s an agent for, ‘change in the. rest of the same paragraph
.'. | . L , .\
T "It is'the ‘further purpose and intent of -
‘ * + Congress to financially assist state and
local educational'agencies: to mprov.e
elementary and secondary education (including - .
preschool education) - for -children attendmg e

both private and public schools, and to do

5o in a manner designed to greatly reduce . - L

' : thé enormous administrative and ‘paperwork,
) burden imposed on schools at the expense (

Y o of their ablllty to educate children. .
R [SEC'I‘ION 561. (a)] R
> a 'I‘he hlock grant 1eglslatlon is qu:.te clear in its intent that services
under the block grant be provided to students in pr1vate as well as public
3 ) '1 . . . , ~ k v .

-3 - R -

. -y . .

_ paragraph of the leglslatlon. The COnsol:Ldated block grantlwas “for the

4

(€] - co 7 ' -

wellsprlngs o,t' creat1v1ty ang excellence. Thl’S embhasxs on the K )

r

]
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. sch_ools and on an eqtltable basis.

the grants, the relatlvely small amounts of money
l
. t
-mvolved, and the necessary focus on the J.nltlal phases of act1v1ty combme
.’ by
to glve us a general Outl;\.ne of Chapter 2's early effects ﬂ\ th1s report.

The t1m1ng

It-will be another year or ‘two before the dlmensmns of the ‘1mpact of

Chapter 2 on elementary and secondary-educatlon at the state and local

.

) levels can be thoroughly evaluated Even at this pomt, however, we have .
learned a great deal about the 1mplementatlon of Chapter 2 and 1ts 1mpact
‘in the flrst_ year of operatlon in the nine selected states. Our case ,

: L

studies suggest that:“ '_ R 1 ' o .

‘ . L

«

o In the nine states inwgeneral., the process S
-of :.mplanentatlon has been a smooth one.
: . .State agencies have been careful and -
Je 7 h responsmle in carrymg out their ‘mandates.’

) . o -Chapter 2, with its fewer regulatlons and
. R megsegd emphasis on local control, has
‘ L resul in a shift .in the relat:l.onshlp
: ~ between the state education agency ,
. the local dJ.strlc{:se - ,

o The 1mpact of C‘napter 2 in each of the states
‘ has been affected by present economic . )
: conditions and the general state of educatlonal

. fmance. S . - '

0. When: their Chapter 2 allocations are compared ‘

with prlor funding under the antecedent ~

) pnograns, many mAA districts, especially the
. o larger ones, lost substant1al amounts of mbney.

-

o While some ESAA districts saw ChapterXZ as a- -
negative development, others — even amopg '
those losing funds — ‘took the opportumty
to use the money in what thﬁ( consider,to be

< more appropriate and’.creative ways of ’

' achlevmg the ends of desegregatlon.‘

¢ K ’
ER . *> -0 Dlstrlcts gamlng funds under Chapter 2 were ,
- . - frequently those with mmlmal or no . -
pértm:.patmn in the antece/dent prograns e
. A




o Large amounts are bemg spent for computer~
related purchases. While this may be . v
- interpreted as a safe way of dealing with
. federal funds in the first year of a
program many bélieve will not last, in
gﬂ\many cases we have found that this use of
é funds is related to a high priority
: ‘ . . already identified by the district and .
. _— often also by both the state educatlon . e ~
= _ © | agency and state government. . o

o Questions and concerns continue to be
".voiced about future federal audits of.,
= .7 -the program, Those with the most prior
. experience with federa]:»prograns tend
-to .be most skeptical about the \mdefined .
acoountability of ‘less regulatlon and .
greater 1ocal oontrol T

L
[
The remaining sections set the, oontext m the states and discuss key
aspects of ‘the first year of experlence w1th Chapter 2. These are.

. II. Oontexts The Nine Selected States - .

s v I}[I.'. Processes- Workmg w1th Chapter 2 in the States
v. \Imtlal Impacts: Wmners and Losers at state and

. Local Levels ,' .

V. Results. Response Patterns in the Allocatlon R

of the Shares of Money at state and Local

a
>

‘ - . ' Levels
" 'VI. Questions: Areas Needmg Further Problng '

“VII. Sumaries: Emergmg Patterns and Federal Pollcy

. ViII. BAppendix: List’of Antededent Programs

.

’ - .

‘Nine states, mcludmg at least one’ from each ajor econcmic region

- of the country, were selected as sites for case studies on the

.1mplementat10n and 1mpact of. the Chapter .2 block grants in .educatlon.

R . VoL
Flgure 1 shows these states by reglon.

R . . . ,“ ’ . .

%

7

o
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_FIGURE 1 7

EC1A CASE STUDY STATES BY REGION

-

1

w . .
The demog ic and economic characteristics of these.states are
' . ) oz h ’ R .
quite varied, ds Table I illustrates. ’

4

TABLE 1

-

Q

.

.

‘ECIA CASE STUDY STATES: DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC SHIFTS

’

Ve

v by '. >
L % Population % 5-17 Year Unemployment
3 STATE Shift -Old Shift M Rate
) 1970-1980 1570-1980 1981 1982
. Maine 13.2 6.2 7.2 - 86 |
_Pennsylvania |’ 0.6 -18.7 . B.4 ..10.9
South Carolina 15.5. -2.2 8.4 10.8
Terinessee. 16.9 -1.9 9.1, 1.8
Michigan . 4.2 5.5 - 123 15,5
Nebraska -5.7 -16.3 4.1 . 6.1
Colorado 30.7 + 0.9 5.5 7.7
Texas. -27.0 4.6 5.3 6.9
' Washington | 2 | -5.2 9.5 1207
¢ N . ) a
. N
: - : — )
' Source: Bureau of the Census, U. S.. Census of Population 1970 PC(1)-BI1,
Estimates of the Population of States by Age, Series P-25,-No.
- . ) ,_and U. 5. Department” of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
: ‘. Fe?ruary. 1983, | . :
. B ¢ \ . ’
LY . 0 ‘\ = A
. } . .
S .
. ‘ ' . T : - .
\‘ - s " A
F lC . , : =16 = N - .



7* ‘The .states were selected to reflect significant regional differences

e

- and varymg mn.xtures of urban, suburban and rural commmities. Three of

4

the states, Pennsylvama. Mlchlgan, and*Nebraska, experlenced less than 6%
growth in population between 1970 and 1980, three — Maine, South- Carolina,
and Tennessee -— had between 13% and 17% growth -whlle the remaining three
— Colorado, Texas, and Washmgton - experlenced rather high rates of .

rowth, rangmg from 21% in Washmgton to 30 7% J.n Colorado. |
B Maine and"Nebraska are ru?:l states w1th very small minority

populatlons \l Pennsylvama and Mlchlgan are mdustr:ral centers w1th large :

l
ethmc COIMJ.'CJ.GS including substantlve numbers of Blacks 1n:vurban areas.

. _Tennessee and South Carolma have large Black popul‘atr&'ns m both urban and

. rural areas. Texas 1s the point where Hlspamc and Black populatlons meet

in the southern tler, and where an mflux of "pboat people" from Southeast

Asia has occur,r\ed’i'n. reoent years. Colorado, llke Texas, .has an 1ncreasmg R

Mexu:an—knerlcan\mlgrant populatlon.‘ Washmgton in. the northwest has many
;-
dlfferent ethmc \commmltles from Blacks and HlsPamcs to mnerlcan Indians -

and those from A51an nat:.ons ranging from Japan to Southeast A81a. _

v -

The shlfts J.n schcol ‘age populatlon are also varled The°three

: o |
states w1th the Jlowest popuﬂatlon galns were also. those w1'th the highest.

N

- /.
declmes in- the schoolo age populatlon - Pennsylvama, Mlchlgan', and

) 'Nebraska. The three states w1th moderate populatlon growth and Washmgton,_

Q.D"

one of the hlgh growth sta’tes, all experlenced‘ some declme in. thelr

5—17-year oXxd populatlon. Of the states exammed for this pro;ect only

‘Texas and Colorado, with a very sllght increase, saw addltlons to ‘the’x

l .

numbers at_ school age,x\a phenomenon possibly related to thelr large

-

Hispahic populations. - \

*

" Economic .conditions within the selected states cover-a broad




‘spectrum. Some have suffered less than others ‘from the present recession;

ot.hers are ‘undergoing structural change.a in thelr economic, bases. . k’

Mame and Nebraska are rural and agr1cultura1 — and wh:.le they have

. not come through the re essmn unscaﬂled thev have not been ag deeply hurt
as others, whlch is reflected in a“n unemployment rate sanewhat below that

i of'th'e‘ national.level. Colorado and Texas, the other two states with
unemployment 1evels ‘below that of the natlon, are —_ desplte some problems

R essentlally states whlch are stlll‘growmg and developing eOOnomlcally.

.'mey are progected to cont.mue th1s growt‘n through the. end oY the century. a

\i

Sdutzh .,arollna and Tennessee are states where per caplta 1ncome has .

A\°
oonsistent;).y been well below the natlonal average and the unemploym&xt
) -,
rates \m the%e states reflect é oontmumg cond;.tlon rather ] than a necent

problem. Pennsylvanla and Michlgan represent the, 'reverse of - ‘what 1s 7

happénmg in Texas and Colorado. The1r economic® bases are erodJ.ng and

Y
1ndustry in both, states is underg01ng a mass1ve transformatlon.

. e 8- -
o Washmgton ] econom1c s1tuatlon, as reflected m 1ts memployment rate, -

-

[

appears to be more a response. to present conditions than the begmn.mg of a

\b' - . .

fundamental»change. - \ : U W
L. v . o L4 . [§

An understandmg of the economic conte*ct in each of the states is"

-

J.mportant for & number- of reasons. Tﬁa ways'’ in whz.chl state and 1ocal

off1c1als respond to ffedex:al prograns such as the Chapter 2 block grants

'WJ.ll be determmed in part by the 1mpact of general eoonomlc conditions on
p :

fundmg -for educatlon w1thm the states. If a <=h1ft m federal funds
C 2

'occurs ‘at the .same time as- cutbacks 4\51 state and ‘lozal fundmg for
\educatlon, it wlll have greater 1mpact - whether it is an increase or a
decrease — than it Would under mndltlpns of steady-state or increasing

fundmg for education. The 1mpact of federal fundmg changes' 1s also

I -




©

conditioned by the role played by federal money. for educat.lon within the’

state. There_ are major dlfferences among our case study states as Table 2

-

indicates. .
« - .
\
. : -
o .
: ’;‘ABLE 2
MAJOR SOURCES OF ELEM?NTARY AND SECONDA&Y EDUCATION
FUNDING IN VINL STATES, 1980-81 -
3 . " .
’ SOURCES (%)
State . Federal State . Local and Other
: , Funding i
’
rd
Maine 8.1 48.8 .43.1
Pennsylvania- _8.0 \ 43,9 48.2 . -
South Carolina 16.9 49.7 32,3 :
. ‘Trennessee’ 14.0 142.8 ) 43.2
Michigan 5.3 30.2 64.4
Nebraska 6.8 17.9 70.7
Colorado 5.9 41,7 ' s2.3
: ' . t
Texas - = 11.1 - 45.7 : 43.0 '
washington 6.5 . 716.4 b 12.6 .
/ L .
Mote: Revenues from lntermedxate sQurces are not -ranked.
Therefore, percents for a given state may not add
up to 100 percent. .
Soc;ce ‘-National Center for Fducation Statistics in
School Finance News, November. 4, 1982, p.9.
0 ; .
I -
2 Dependence on federal fundmg for elanentaty and secondary education

ranges'from a hlgh of 16 9% for Soutt/1 Carolina to a low of 5.3% for

-Mlchlgan, among our case st % states., The percent of state funds goes

from.a high of 76. 4% in Washmgton to a low\of 17.9% in Nebraska, with the
\ _

renammg ‘gtates except Michigan clustered between 41.7% (Colorado) and

48.8% (Maine). More than - 50% of the funds for elementary and se

K . -

——

, L . : . ' '_9;.
O
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.ot education come from local taxes in Nebraska (70.7%)

i

, Michigan (64.4%) and '

Colorado (52.3%) 4 ' ' _ ' o

«

The nine states ’ then, well represent many of the chfferences which

[y

are the dlstmgulshmg features of the various regions. .

S
'me patterns of school enrollments in- the nine states between 1970

and 1980 prOVLde another’ van,able for understanding what has occmrred &n

' them w1th reference to Chaptgr 2,

Table 3 shows these shlfts for both

publlc and prlvate enrol]ments for the entlre decade, as well as fox: the.

-

periods 1970-1976 and 1976—1980. ' : P .

(

(
| S
TABLE 3 o

"ECIA CASE STUDY STATES: PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL B\ROI..[MB\YI‘ SHIFTS 1970 -1980

: v ENROLLMENTS (000) 1 -
STATE Private Public % shift 1970-76 % Shift 1976-1980 % shift 1970-1980
1970 1976 1980 | 1970 1976 1580 private Public | <Private Public Private . Public-
B \\ ! ’ . . ,
Maine 20 19 18 245 249 222 |- -4.3° . 1.6 -5.0 -10.8 o =9.1 -9.3°
Pennsylvania 502 449 407 | 2,358 2,194 1,909 -10,6 -8.9 -9.3 -13.0 ©-18.9 -19.0
South Carolina 31 53 50 638 621 619 70.7 -2,7 |- -6.3 -0.3 60.0 -3.0
Tennessee 35 74 % 13 900 842 854 112.3 -6.4 1.4 7 1.4 109.4 75 1
Michigan, 267 222 _ 21512,181 2,036 1,863 -16.7 -6.6 . -3.3 - -8.5 |- -19.4 -14.6
Nebraska 45" 42 40 329 312 280 -5.6 -5.2 -5.8 .~ -lo0.3 -11.1 -14.9
Colorado 36 38 35 550 570 546 6.1 3.6 -6.3 .-4.2 | -0.6 k-OJ ’
_Texas . 123 146 152 | 2,840 2,823 2,900 18.4 0.6 _ 4.3 . 2.7 23.6 2.1
_}
Washington 46 55 56 818 781 . 758 q9.5 -4.5 1.3 -2.9 23.0 -7.3
. . .
Source: Regina M. J. Kyle and Edwin J. Allen Jr. Public Funding of Private Educatxon, Concexts and Reviews: Technical

Appendix. . Washmgton, D.C. 1983.

Tables p_repared from published and unpubhshed NCES data.

O
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With the exceptlon of Oolo“rado, where the shifts wefe quite small

for both public and pnvate schools,’the states show patterns reflectmg
broader socml conditions in “the states durlng that decade. ‘The great
increase in prlvate enrol]ments came m‘South Carolma and Tennessee in the
flrst half of the decade ’ often 1n response to desegregatlon. In both_;
Malne and Pennsylvania, where prlvate declme was matcghed elther by public
growth or smaller rate of declme in public schools from 19_70-to-l§76, the
period from 19‘76 to 1980 was marked by a fa/; steeper decllne 1n publlc/
enrollments than in private ones. The pattern is slmz.lar /Eor ’Nebraska and
Mlchlgan. In Texas, prlvate school\,growth exceeded publlc school gro‘wth
through ‘the entlre decade, while Washmgton saw a spurt of prlvate school .
growth in the flrst part of the decade and a tapering . but continuing
mcrease in the second. \L

In all nine of our case study states , the Cath )llc schools lost,
ground in the perlod. Growth has occurred in schools afflllated with other .
rellglons, as well as in non-afflllated schools. Thls.growth has often
represented the development of new oonst:.tuencles for prlvate schpols. -

Fmally, as a prelude to looking at what the case stud:.es tell us, a

\'briefc glance at the gains and losses of the individual states under the

‘block grant-is in order. Table 4 illustrates this.

-11 -




. . ECIA CASE STUDY:

TABLE 4

S'I‘A'I‘E‘S' GAINS ANI) 'LOSSES UNDER BLOCK GRANTS 1981 1982 ’ ' '
AND *ANTICIPATED EUNDING~1983 ‘and 1984 ~

1982,

1981* Percent - 1984 .
Actual Actual Change 1983 President's .
Obligations Obligations - 1981-1982 Appropriation Budget ¢
Maine B 2,465,710 2,187,360 |  -13.3 2,229,304 2,229,331, H
Pennsylvania 1 20,340,163 | 20,966,546 + 3.1, 21,087,821 21,088, 083 .
South Carolina 6,436,072 { . 6,203,610 - 3.6 6,325,426 _ 6,325,503 °
Tennestee . 7,862,551 | 8,578,920 | 4 9.1 8,732,038 _ 8,732,148 .
Michigan 20,542,502 | 18,231,652 | -11.2 18,220,177 18,220,398
Nebraska : 3,728,418 2,861,216 233 2,904,532 ° 2,904,568
Colorado 5,470,881 5,222,081 | - 4.5 s394 | 5,394,197 T~
Texas ) 27,272,790 27,672,974 +1.5 ° 20,026,882 | 29,027,234
" Washangton 9,658,260 °7,348,289. -23.9 7,579,446 7,579,538
:

“Data, were cbtained from reports of
into the block grant.

4

actual obligations by states for the 29 ‘antecedent

programs consolidaiéd '

Source:

-~

'I‘he pistribution of Dollars.

Education Commission of the States, State. Inplementatlon of Chapter 2:
August, 1982 and U S. Deparunent of Education, OPBE, April 1983.
. ! ‘
. . B I
Y M ‘f
\ . | . |
- \ : o . J o
‘ . S f ;
SO Three states registered gains, ranglng fr?m 1. 5% in Texas to 3 1% in

. «

Pennsylvanla and 9 1% in Tennessee,

’

In percentage term Washlngton

categorical'programs.
«suffered the greatest’losses,

Colorado and South Carolina suffering losses under 5%.

I4

I

O
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followed by Maine' and Mlchlgan, withr both
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'me concept of "losers or "wmners w1th regard to Cnapter 2 is an'
exceedmgly conplex one, dlscussed in more detall in sections. IV and V of
this paper. Here it is useful to note that there had bee'l substantlal cuts
in the. antecedent prograns between FY 1980, and FY 1981 and that many ESAA

dlstr:.cts had already had to cope w1th losses of funds prlor to the

3

consolidation -of ESAA money into the block grant.

1)

:

Any new leglslatlon allocatlng “federal- funds ,requ:Lres a structure .
and a process for d1str1but1ng thbse funds. Whlle th‘e basic capac:.ty to""- |
deal with reoelvmg and dlstrlbutlng federal funds was already m place m-
the states, the changes dreated by Chapter 2 required a new structure, the
_ State Advisory Committee (ISAC) as well as planmng and adjustments in the
state education agenc1es. This sectlon of the report examineés what we have.
.learned about. the shaping of the State Adv1sory Committees and the earlg
planning processes in the state&ed_ucation agencies ’in the nine selected .
states. | | _ |
The ECIA legislation”requir:'\as governors of the respectiv¥ states to A
appoint a State ‘Advisory Committee to develop a formu.a for \t>:he-
d1strlbutJ.on of funds The leg:.slatlon provided that up to 20% of funds
" could g0 to the state education agency and that at least 80% must be passed
" through to the local school disfricts. '

In general, the nme/case study authors report that the setting up
of the State Adv150ry Comrnlt/tee was, a relatlvely smooth process.‘ while the

governor mted the committee, the state educatlon ‘ag d(y was often a -

major fo in the nanmatlon and selection process. Table#5 below

- : S -13 -
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presentS‘ a summary of the perceptlons of the case study researchers about )

the .respective roleg of the governor and the state educatJ.on agency in t?:us

»
.

process. .' o

d

TABLE 5

PRIMARY ACTOR(S) Iﬁ FORMATION OF STATE

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

STATE

/GOVERNOR ~ SEA  SHARED

-Maine
Penns_ylvan'ia
South Carol"lnja
| -Tennessee
Michigan
_Nebrasfé_
Colorado \ _
Texas

Washington -

X
X
(X) ———— X
X
N L
Pelay  (X)y—em—d X
.(x)——»‘_x

. o ®
B S

While the governor of "eac

actors in the formation of the- c‘ommlttee vaned

ch state appomted the SAC, the pr:.mary

In three - MaJ.ne,

and Tennessee — it appears from the case study reports that

Wlma ’

the State educat.ron agency was mstrumental in pgov1dmg the Governor with

suggestlons for nommees. In Mlchlgan and Colorado , the SEA took the

leadmg role, but with care to involve the Governor s offlce in shared

respons:.blllty for. the selection. In South Carolma, pr:une movement seemed

to be on the part of " the Governor, w1th h:.s sharmg some respons:.b:.llty

with tne SEA, Nebraska prov1des one small aberrat:.on in that the Governor
4 — , . o . . A

\ (

- 14 -
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, r ¢ ~ .
delayed for several nknths 1n appomtmg the '"Comn'it'tee, even though- -urged- .
to do by, the Caumssloner of Ed.xcatlon, who had earl:Ler set up a workmg ..
commttee bn “ECIA.' The reasons for the Govérnor's slowness to appomt a
comnuttee are not clear m the case study report.

\ In Texas and Washmgton the Govemor s offlce qulte clearly toolk the

lead| in the formatlon of the committed membershlp although the reasons -

dlffer in the two stateS. The COmm:Lss:Loner and the Texas Education Agency

' are not strong actors on the polltlcal 'scene in Texas. Katzman reports .

]

that the then Governor, william Clements, had carved out edudatlon as one,
area of concern for h1s adm1n1stratlon and had at hand an exlstlng

commit’tee to whlch others ‘were added to form the State Adv:Lsory Comm1ttee.

There is also in Texas a long history of polltlcal Jockeymg betweai the

Governor and the varlous education ertities —-- the elected State Board of"

L 4

Educat;.on which- appomts ‘the Commlssloner and the Board of Regents of the

Unlverslty of Texas, in parﬁ-ncular. With the electlon of a new Governory

.

the present State Adv150ry Comm1ttee considers 1tself dlssolved arid a new

<
o

onemustbeappomted. A : A : ',i; o

In Wwashington, the only state with an elected ch1ef state school’
offlcer, t.he State Superlntendent of Public Instructlon, the Governor s

offlce seems qulte clearly \to have been the prme mover forming the State

Adv1sory Committee. Elmore's case sfudy prov:.des sSome 1n51ghts 1nto the
\

]

issues which may arise in relation to block grants “for educatlon in a state

- LR

where: educatJ.onal leaders are e/],ected° T R f v

" Accordlng to 'Elmore, educat:.onal governance 1n Washmgton imcludes.

»
\ -

the following elements. L ‘ e

1. shared power . betweert an elected Governor ard an elected
- upermtendent of public Instruct:.on,

2. Hlstory of | local control of the schools, L

PREY
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-

. 3. A declmmg state tax base W1th an mcreasmg amount (now .
" 54%). going to educatlon.

'Ihe tensmns caused by thJ.s blfurcatlon of educauonal leadership at :

Qg

» the state 1evel in Washmgton were most 9bv1ous m the process of

d

developmg the formula and the uses of the state' s 20% of the money — both
pomts to be exammed 1ater m ‘bhls feport.”

) It seans only loglcal that md1v1dual state dlfferences w1th regar’d

to the establlshment of the State Adv1sory Comm.ttee would 'app=ar to be

~ stronger in a state w1th an elected school chief. Whilenwe cannot draw any

general:.zatmns from the sltuat:l.on in Washmgton or m the other tase study '

’

states, 1t mlght be well to remember that seventeeny or fully fone-thlrd of =
" the chief state sElv{Jol offlcers in the nation are elected ' ‘

In thls early phase of “‘plementatlon the case study researchers .

3

rerrted 11.tt1e spec1al act1v1ty on the part of varlous mterégt groups,
This 1ack of act1v1ty was usually attr1buted to the size of the block

grants under Chapter 2 and to skept:.msm about whether Chapter 2 funds hE

. L4

d contmue beyomi a few years at most. : ' y .
. y _ o

- How did the state educatlon agengies respond 1n1t1,ally to the shift

AY

from federal fundmg of categ.orxcal programs to blocl;\ grants” The

._ d:.scussmn here w111 focus prmarlly on activities )m the ‘early weeks' of

. planning through the establlshment of the State Adv150ry Commlttees.' Their_

L. L]

) use of the set-asnie mOney is treated 1ater 1n the paper.

The responSe ‘of the SE‘As to the Chapter 2 block grants was generally

consistent w1th thelr phllosophy of thelr, role and that of the federal."f

government in educat:.on.l All states were qu:.te careful and thorough 1:;

their not:.f1cat10:_1}f local school dlStthtS about the [stogran. Table 6

N ',. .
. ) -
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A

'sumnanzes the major actxvxt:.es/att:ttudes denonstratec'hgt the pre-planmng

and_ earlir developrgegt stages of unplementatlon of ECIA in the states,

as reported in the case studies. . | S ,

o “‘.

* - STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES:

TABLE 6

5 o Lot

INITIAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES: FOR CHAPTER 2, ECIA
. . . LY

L4
1 . .
.

STATE

T =

L) \ t.
P[A‘INIM; AND DEVELOPMENT RCTIVITIES/ATTITUDES

[ ‘Maxpe

N . E .

>~ : ‘
v Notification of districbs.

"

' Skeptical ab9ut ECIA.

‘Pennsylvania

'

; =

State—wxde poll, public heanngs, p‘ann'ng for ;
evaluations. Strong ccxmutrnent to*pk\osuphy of

block grants.

-

"South Carolina

Notificat.ton of districts’'and planning foxTvaluations.

Tennessee

_Task Force with four subcommittees, publxc/heanngs, well
developed plah for implementatien by -time State Advxsory
chmut;ee ;ppomted A

b N

' Strong leadership by Supenntendent. in-house Task Force
prepared with data, Information and alternatives by first
rneetmg of Stdte Advisory. Comittee. .

Carmssioner appomted prel!.nu.nary advisory ccmm‘ét .

., . State Advidory Committee appomted late by Gowvernar.

s Coloraﬁ MY
" * - . .
. Y g

Strong leadershxp by agency in pla.nrﬁng and development
activities: federal and state contacts, ccmnumcatmn and
coordination - abfe to "hit the road running.’

9]

t Texas -

" Early grmmdmrk modification and workshop
consistent with aims of BCIA. -

Philoscphy

~ Washington

\

-’ pefiberate and careful planmng for mplementatx‘bn on
part of Office of State SLpenntendent of Instructmn.

’

O
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OOnly a few comments are needed here. Mame and South: Carollna .
report little or no spec1a1‘plannm:g act1v1ty at thlS stage. Nebras,ka 's
| only c1ted spec1al plannlng act1v1ty was the Commls‘sloner s early_,"'
| appomtment- of an advxsory comm1ttee wh1ch met tw1ce to advise her. N_o
mention .ELS made of spec1al act1v1t::es related to ECIA other than that..

The remainin‘t; six states show careful and dellberate planmng in the
early stages.- PennsyIVanla, Mlchlgan, and Colorado all appea.r to‘.
demonstrate the strong coordlnatlon and 1eadersh1p at the level of the
chyef state school offiger. Texas prov1ded early mfomatlon and workshops-"
" to assist local school dlstrlcts J.n thelr appllcatlons. In both Tennessee .
and Washington, the advent of ECIA was used to relnforce prlorltles in

h\%’ganlzahtlon w1th1n the state educatlon agency almed‘; 1n/ part, |ae
developing greater capac1ty for techmcal asslstance and less empha515 én
regulatlon and mom.tormg This last 1ss1§e is dlscussed in more detail m“ .

a 1ater seetion of this report A ,/ '

The'.concept of winners and losers in the aco‘nsoli\d_ati_onu of

categor:,pal programs 1nto b'lbck grant‘s irf education is /a oomplex_ one and.
‘ should be approached w1th care. ‘In thls section of the report we look at

the z.m.tlal mpact ‘of Chapter 2 on/ée states and the d/lstrlcts from this

. ! t.

perspectlve . I _ ‘/,/' . : ; ~.
L . - 2 M . 3
,(

_ Ws noted earller 1n thlS repo;st that six of the nine states lost ~
< money compared to their 198]‘ fundlng from the anteoedent prograns. Thelr :

. losses ranged from a lo&éof 3. 5% m South Carolma to a high of 23.8% 1n~.

' e Washlngton. / Three st\ates - PennsylvamarTennessee, ‘and Texas —-had

~ . . . 04

gains of 3.1%, 9 1%, and 1.5% respectlvely. At the ‘state level, the losses

-18- . N
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or gams most affected the: state departments of education. ‘
'In terms of money, three ‘of the- -case study researchers - Cohn of
- South Carolma, Eyler of 'I‘ennessee, and katzman of Texas reported that the -
c‘state educatJ.on agenc;.es in theJ.r respectlve St:ates reoeJ.ved le.ghtly more
. funds under Chapt:er 2 than under the antecedent programs. In only one
'state was the state educ:atlon4 agency, oons:.dered a clear "loser," Colorado. ' o
_ Rose, in h1s case study, reported *The Colorado Department of\_’
) _Educat:.on was a big loser in the ECIA program changeover and attrlbutes
~ this impact on thb CDE to the 1nclus10n of Title V mto the block gfant. -
. The CDE'S dependency on the antecedent prograns for the support of what 1s C
perceived by some as the. mnormal® functions of a good SEA has clearly" hurt :
the Colorado Agency. . - S o | o
In many of our other case study states, the decreasedlfundlng
.- (avallable to the state educatlon agency under Cnapter 2 may have a greater
impact because ‘of the total dynam:.oaof state fundn‘lg for éducat:.on. For- "
E mstance, cu!;backs in staff at the. state level had already ‘been’ oc-gurrmg
{ over the last few years :Ln Pennsylvama, Mn.chlgan, and Washmgton, and _the
lmPact of Cbapter 2 on the SEAXls related to thJ.s. : B
The 1nterstate and state educat:.on agency gains and losses are .
' over-shadowed, however s by the gains and losses across t:he d:.str:.cts within
the states. | It is on these that we will ooncentrate here. - o =
' ﬂme fact that ga1ns ‘and losses can be traced in‘ the Shlft from
categorlcal prograns to block grants 1mp11es a more fundamental change in
the federal approaCh to funding educatlon at the elenentary and secondary_'
levels. The earlJ.er programs may be descrlbed as "target" programs,

mtended to £ill spec1f1c peroelved needs not be:.ng adequately taken care -

- of at state and local levels. Many of them were also "mer:.t" prograns _

. L9 -
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mcludmg ESAA — requlrmg the filing of cdmpetltl\’e appllcatxons° They
mplled a certaln initial capacity to. perform to accepted levels and were
. aimed at ;ngr_easmg ga,pag_:_tx in spemfled areas. There was in thlS, then,

at least an 1mp11ed basis for evaluatlon.

The gmapter 2. block grants are redlstrlbutlve in the ‘sense “that they

w

have ‘taken funds targeted prev1ously for certaln ends and red:.stnbuted o

them. Whlle some of, the state formulas reflect older pr10r1t1es and 4
attempt, to compensate in' some mstances, theye appears to be a tendency to
'-dlstrlbute the funds de51gnated for local pass—thrdugh in as 51mple a
fa>shlon as p0351ble. Whether this wholesale dlstrlbutlon results in '
1nnovatlon and entrepreneurshlp at local levels or merely takes away from

'

those who have been entrepreneurs in- the past will be exammed brlefly here

-

and in the 'next part of the report.’ our flndln?s at thls p01nt are

‘

tentatlve in nature.’ o _
Table 7 4n the followmg page represents a sumnary of "wmners " and 3
"losers" among the districts in the nme states studled for thls project.

1 It is qute clear from rev1ew1ng all nine case stud:.es that in each
of the. states a major set of losers has been those dlstrlcts who have had
-fundmg from the ante dent compe;xt:.ve grant programs m the past._ ‘ These
dlstrlcts have been* varlously characterlzed by the caée study researchers"

as entrepriuzegs_, creatJ.ve , often w1th developed capac1t1es at the local :
Ilevel th.ch have/ been further enhanced by the1r grantsmanshlp at the

féderal level. Correspondmgly, among the wmners in all states are those E
dlstrxcts wJ.th lJ.m;Lted part:.c1patlon 1n prev1ous federal competltue grant
programs, elther because they were' w1thout the hu n and fmancxal‘
resources needed to prepare proposals “or because they were 1ess aggresswe
in seeking funds, While having.a set of winners and Josers is common to'

. & .
a < . . ) . -
\ . e . : . <. . .
. : . ’
. : ! . -
. R -
.
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ECIA CASE STUDY .STATES: "WINNEZRS"I)AND “LOSERS"

. . . "LOSERS" N

- STATE . "WINNERS" L -
. . . , :
MAINE ' ’ 1. Districts without previous funding . 1. Districts with previous categoricals -
. . : ' "entrepreneurs”. ESPA not an issue.
7 K e N T . . L : —
. R 1. Districts with relatively little tax 1. 'Districts with entreprensurship in grants
support. . and relafiyely strong tax effort.

PENNSYLVANIA

1

2. Districts with scant\record of participation
© _ ip categorical grants..
3. °Nonpublic schools. -

.

2.

‘Districts with large numbers pf minority
students. - '

/

-

°
- - N

sou'm3 CAROLINA

1. Districts with no present ;qtegox.‘j.gal

h!

-

P
- -

- Biggest losers those-with capacity to”

prograns. . 3 ,attrakt categoricdl funds.
i “ 2. EsAA disericts’
&, - = : _ ST .
I'.- Almost all of Tennessee outside of Memphis [ 1. ESAA 'districts of Metro Nashville and
and Metro Nashville. ’ . R : * ~Memphis. '
TENNESSEE 2°. Districts below median in per pupil spending- 2, Small districts. . .
3. Large districts. ’ ». Those active in seeking categorical grants.
: , ’ ) ° -- creative entrepreneurship.
£ ] PEl - . A —
1. Smallet town -and rural disc.ficts who did 1., 12 ESAA districts. .
no'r_. apply for categorx als/. i 2. Successful Title IV-C applicants in pre-
) . 2. Irtermediate School DistFicts - less money. _vious years.. L
MICHIGAN - but more f‘lex‘L-b,lllty' 3. High spending, strong tax base suburban
. . 3.* Nonpublic schools. ) dithri:cts;: . : . .
£ ° : 22 1SD's serving as RMECS.
S public Sghools n general.
- 1. About 75% of smallest districts and 60% of 1. Omaha' (only ESAA district in Nebraska).
: : . larqer districts. *2. Smaller districts with prior -grapts.
) 1. Vogt school districts winners. - A .1, Districts enrolling fewer pupils with
. . . i - higher assessed valuation and recipients
COLORADO 2. Nonpublic schools - tripled amount .ava_xl of antecedent’ progzam money .
able from categorical. . o
l(( Those\, not funéed under prior programs.” 1. Most ESdA Ajd“isstricts,. é‘Specxally Dallas,
‘ .- _ . . Houston, tin.
TEXAS . ‘ . 2. Those successful im grants under -
) yal . antecedent programs. )
' . . 3. Private schools with special projecf:s. ‘
_ 1. -Most districcs, excgpt,Se‘attIe. "1. Seattle only visible loser: ESAA‘ and
" WASHINGTON . 2. Private Schools - especially those in - Title TVC.
. Septtle. . i e
. " -
L source: ECIA Case studies, 1983. ' “ Ry - N
e & . . - > . y -
[ - . " ’
© i -
] -
Y
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i . ® &
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all the states, this is the mlt:.al 1mpact that wou’d 1nev1tably occu-

g:.ven the Kind of rechstrlbut%on of funds under. examn.nat .on. S
'\ ESAA districts are 1ncluded in the categ_ory discussed above, but

: they require separate attentlon, both here and in the rev1ew of dlstl.'lCt
" behavior. In a number’ hf our sample states ,. large ESAA d1str1cts'were
among the béggest losers in terms of actual dollars. These mclude the '

!‘
twelve ESAA dlStIlCtS in Mlchlgan,,Denver in Colorado,

-

' Dallas—Houston-Austm in Texas, Seattle in W shlngton and ‘others. .In

Mlchlgan, Texas and Washmgton these losses weres ' rJ.ous enough ta have a \

" major 1mpact on the ate fbrmulas for dlstrlbutlng Chapter 2 runds. The

<

Pennsylvam.a report sugges\s that whlle most of the larg/e\: c1t1es were not B
strongly affected by. the (loss of ESAA funds, three ESAA c1t1es dld, \
fact, experience problems from the loss of funds. Losses in ESAA d1str1cts

were oalso felt in South Callollna and in Memphls and Metro Nashv1lle 1n
+ Tennessee. In Memphis the loss amomt’ed only to about 5% ofé,the preVrous

vear's fundmg and-in South Caro,lma off1C1als noted\\the contmumg decllne ’

r <

in ESAA fundmg in the state over several years. We shall- .return to the

issue of ESAA dlstrlcts in the next part of the report’ o
.Pennsylvam.a and M:.chlgan both reported that d.x.shrlcts wlth
' relatively strong tax bases were among the losers. Kurlloff's analys1s of
. -Pennsylvama also suggests that dastrlcts w1th large numbers of mmorlt;y
students tended to be losers whxle those . d1str1cts with fewser mmonty
students tended to be w:u'mers. Mlchlgan -also saw.the Intermedlate School )
Dlstrlcts (ISDs) as both losers and wmners -_ tbey received less money but
. had more flex:.blllty in spendmg ite = R o '
Four states —_— Pennsylvanra, Mlchlgan, Colorado, and Washmgton -—
‘ mentlomd the ng.vate schools as winners, Michigan and Pennsylvama are

v g , o -22 -
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2

among the states with traditior_na."ily iarge'numbers of students in private

‘schools. 1In all four states the private school provisions of the ECIA

14 . R -~ .
legislation Tesulted in increased amounts of Federal funds being availabie

‘for benefits to children in'these schools. _ o -

The next section focuses on the patterns of state and district.

allocatlon of funds and contmues to probe the notion. of "losses™ and

Pgains® in more comprehenswe fashion.’

- The ECIA leglslatmn provided for at least 80% of the funds to be
passed through to the local school districts and up to 20% to be available
to the state education agency for admmlstratlon and ot:her purposes. To -
understand what is happenmg w1th these funds, as well as to explore the
impacts furthe_r, the case studies review three sets of act1v1t1es and
decisions: ) _ ‘ ‘

1. the detemmination of the formula at(the state level;
} 2. ‘the allocat:.on of the state's share of the money: -
3. the allocatJ ons of the money at the local district level

Each of these areas Leveals both common patterns and individual

o~

differences .among the states.

-In the nine states oonst:.tutmg this study, the 20780 split between

‘state and local fundmg was -chosen by elght Only .in Pennsylvama did the
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~ State Advisory Comnmittee adjust the relationship so that more funds went
directly to the local school dlstrlct, Here the split was 17. 3/ 82,7. This
is not to say that there was unar_umlty in the eight states over the SEA's

retention of 20§ of the money.
~ .

~

In three of the eiéht states retaining the 20% for state use -

' south Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas —- there appeared to be little
question or dissent on the issue. In Texas, however, the issue may =urface
when the new Governor appomts another advisory commttee. Mame agreed to
20% for its SEA for one year, on the condltlon of reexammatlon next year.
In Mlchlgan, where the need to retain the entire 20% was reinforced by
cutbacks in other fundlng, a potentlal problem was defused by careful
planning on the part of the Supermtendent. In Nebraska a poss:.ble future
: problem surfaced after the fact, when a member of the State advisory -

' Comm1ttee noted that the full 20% might not have been approved had not a
dlsoretlonary grants progran been mcluded in the state's use of the’ fun 5.
This question arcse m the 00ntext of a leglslatlve cutback of $161, 000 in

funds'fdr'tho State Department of Education =-— an- amount equal to the

dlscretlonary grants progran portion of ECIA mor':ey.

Two of the states reported substantlve dlsagreenents and discusaions
about the state's retention of the full 20% — Colorado and Washlhgton. .In
Colorado the State” Advisory Committee approved the full 20% initially for
the first year only, although it has subsequeqﬂtly;approved it for \e.

) second year as well. The report mdlcates a oohtinuihg frustratioh on the
. part of the Committee with the amount being retalned by the state eduéation _
: ,agency. In Washington there was a com:mumg questlomng of th= staff of

the Supermtmdent of Public Instruction by the State AdVLSory Committee

abodt the state's use of the set-aside funds. A number of members of the

- 24 -
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State Advisory Committee were interested in having some of the_20% removed

from the state allocation and used to augment the distribution formula.‘

Although they did not succeed ‘in accomplishing thlS, the state's 20% was a
continuing cause of tens:uon between the Committee and the Supermtendent ]
staff. .

" gix of the states adopted relatively sxmple two—or—three—-oomponent
form_ulas, whi}e three developed far more complex ones, reflecting an
attempt to commnmie fot some of the losses under the antecedent prograns.

Table 8 illustrates the breakdowns by formula comporent in each of the

States 3 . . - L

I

' TABLE 8 . . A

- AN

BECIA CASE STUDY STATES: PERCENTAGES OF STATE PASS-THROUGHS
TO LEAs BY FORMULA COMPONENTS ‘

. . STATE % TO LEAs BY FORMULA COMPONENTS

Maine 6-0%‘B1ro]_.lnent, 40% Low Income (Title 1) -
) ¢
Pennsylvania 60% Enrollment, 35%.Low Income (AFDC),
5% Sparsity - .
South Carolina- 70% Enrollment, 30% Low Income ( Title 1)
'nennessee 66% Enrollm .nt, 34% Low Income (Title 1)
Michigan S8% Enrollment, 6% Sparsity, 18% Low -
. Achievement, 18% Desegregation . -
Nebraska 75% Enrollment, 5% Low Income, 20% .
: . _ * Handicapped \ .
Colorado- - 83% Enrollment, 16% Low-Income (Title 1),
, 1% Sparsity
© Texas 72.5% Enrollment,” 14.5% Low Income tTn:le 1),

f 7.8% Special Education, 5% LEP Students,
.2% State Institutions.

Washington S0% Enrollment, 15% Low . Incane. 5% LEP -
Students, 10% Minority, 10 % Racial Isola-
tion, 10% Glfted.

Sources: Individual case study reports: 1983, Supplement by ECS,
State J:n-plerentauon of Chapter 2: The Distribution of
Dollars, August 1982.




Three states — Maine, South Carolina, and Tennessee —_ adb‘pted a °

two—component formula which used the basic requirement of enrollment and

added low -income as determme_rs of the amounts to be d1str1buted to

)

\

-

districts., - : e

In Maine the formula was adopted for one year only. Scm° .on the\
State Adv1sory Commttee wanted add:.tmnal funds to go to students in the
"mainstream” since they felt that. sﬁec:.al neecb students were belng taken
care of in other ways. Both South Carol:.na and Tenressee appeare{d to want
a simple form'ula, easily- understood that would present’ t!he least
dlfflculty 1n 1mplementat10n. Several opt:.ons were oonsz.dered by South'
.Carollna before the present formula was adopted. In Tennessee some

l
frustration was expressed by the two large BSAA districts, Memphls and

>

Metro Nashville, about the lack of a "hold-hannless" or other~ prov1sxon to
meet. their needs. ' ;' s "i'

A second group of three states -- Pennsy,lvan:.a, Nebraska and +
Colorado — adopted a three—oomponent formula.’ Pennsylvama/and Colorado
both opted for sparsity as the third element, with the first two belng
- enrollment (as required) and high cost students. In Pennsylvanla a
" state-wide poll of the education commmnity was taken to asce{rtain how they.
woulddvdlalnt ECIA funds apportioned under the th\;ee oompomnt’s ‘enroliment,

" high cost students, and sparsity. SR ER

Kurlloff in Pennsylvama reports that the state educatlon agency '
‘developed the survey wh:.le the ECIA was st111 in the leglslatlve process
vand in a version that mandated those partlcular adjustments . This had the
effe_ct of. mak:.ng a major dec1s1on about “the. formula fr{’om the begmmng.

Coiorado'_s formula simply follows current state practice in allocating .
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-_'funds- for low income and =par51ty. Nebraska S third component _wa's
handlcapped students -- the only state in our sample to use th:.s- one'.
There is no indi‘catxon in the current report that other formulas or .
\;ariations in allocation ‘were considered, nor does there seem to have been
any disagreement :among the state advisory Committee member_s on this issue
in Nebraska | | - -

The fmal group of three states in our sample — Michigan, Texas,
and Washmgton = produced the most compllcated and comprehensive formulaS.j. |
The dlfferences, as well as the 51m11ar1t1es, among the three are
1nterest1ng.

Kearney reports in Mlchlgan a clear attempt to mitigate the problems
faced by. Detr01t and other 1arge c1t1es that had been reoeiving ESAA, as

well as- oth/ r categoncal funds. The 1ssue of the formula was ore that the

Supermtendent s m—house Task Force devoted itself to from the beginning. |
_;Early and thorough preparation by the Task Force resulted in the worklng
. out of what oould have been a touchy and dlfflcult problem.’ '

' Texas did not set out to replicate the geographic dlstrlbutlon of
funds under prev1ous prograns, but the end results were similar to those in
Michigan in that both Dallas and Houston, blg losers from antecedent-
programs, came out about as well as they could have under the changes.
Here careful consensus developed around a. recognltlon of the groups of
'spec1al needs students. It mlght be noted here that the supermtendents .
from Dallas and Houston served on the State Adv1sory Commttee.

~— ' 1n Washington the staff of the SUpermtendent of Public Instructlon'
.1n1t1a11y proposed a simple 75/25 formula that would take into
oonsideration enrollment and achlevement factors. It did not take into

consideration the problems of Seattle, the only large loser in Washmgton. '

~
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over several months Seattle mobilized jts forces, and the Adv1sory "

Committee and superintendent's staff worked out a number of alternat:wes
from which the final complex formula was developed We discuss this in
more detail m the secticn on E‘SAA dlstrlcts. In- thlS process, as ‘in the
-.,J.ssue of the state s 20%, Elmore reports that the tensxons betwec-n the
" Committee and the agency staff were ev1dent, but not in the end detrmental

to oooperatlve activity. ' ‘

¥.B ) State Shﬁ[ﬁ. of Funds
.

A number of "theses lay behmd the establlshment of federal block

: grants in education in place of categorlcal prograns. AmOng ese was the
belief that those at the state and espec1ally at- local levels had a, better
understandlng of the needs of education in thelr areas than d1d'tnose
operating out of Washmgton. There was also an assumptlon that increaseéd’
flexibility in the spendmg of money, less paperwork, and fewer reouladons
in general would free up the creatlve and mnovatlve 1nst1ncts of state and
JOCal OfflClalS, resulting ultxmately in the development of more effectlve
programs. Con.olxdatlon should lead t0 J.mprovement. |
Since these case studies represent a review ‘of only the first year

of 1mplementatlon of ECIA and since the money 1nvolved is, for the most
part, comparatlvely small to result 4in major new 1n1t1at1ves, we can expect ._
%to fmd only suggestions 6f what the ultimate results of “block. grants m‘
educatlon‘ might be at both state and local levels. Whlle our information |
‘from .the several states 1s 1ncomplete at this time, ,some pomts suggest

-

themselves. . ' ‘ . s

©

'I‘able 9 is a sumnary of the major allocations of the sta}e.'portion

¢
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of ECIA Chapter '2 money as reported in the draft case st&dles.

e

} " TABLE 9

BCIA.CASE STUDY"STATES: ~USES OF STATE SHARE CF CHAPTER 2 FUNDS

STATE . % OF FUNDS USES OF STATE SHARE
Maine 20 Administration, ‘Basic Skxlls, Educational
° . : . Improvement and Support, Specxal Projects.
Pennsylvania 717.3 Adm.msv_ratxon, District l:‘.dm:atxonal Improve-
' , Competitive Technology Grants.
South Carclina: L20 ) Admmxst'_ratxon, Sr_rengt.henmg che State Educa-
. : tion Agency -

Jennessee - 20 . Administration and Support of State Actxv:.tle‘s.

. : n Membership in Software Network, Campetitive

! N Grants. . -
Mithigan . 20 Administration of ECIA, Discretionary Grants,

- e ) Personnel under Antecedent Categoricals.
Nebraska ' 20 Administration, stcrecxonary Grants, Basic
' : . Sk:.lls. )
Colorado * 20 - Administration, Technical Assistance, State
Board Priorities, Dissanination.
Texas o 20 Administration, Basic Skxlls, Teacher Training,
e ESAA Districts.
Washington L oL 20 Administration, Pnontxes in Office of Superm-
tendent of Publxc Instruction. .
. . L]
~ | sources: BECIA Chapter 2 Individual Case Study Reports, 1983

-

.
R .
- o / ‘ - ;\
o . ! c LY .

-~ . n . ) /

- o

Q

Given the current eoonanlc condltlons and the levels of fundmg for

-

e,ducgi:‘ion in many of the statw, I_as_. well as.the uncertalnty about how long

‘and -at what level federal education b_ldclg_ grants will lastp
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anticipate a fairly oonservat:.ve use of funds by the state agenC1es ,. with..
strong tendenC1es toward risk av01dance. This 1s what we find in most
instances, vuth the state portlon of the funds belng used to support
current staff in a time of transltlon. There are, ho'wev'er,‘some
develognents that should be exam:.ned more closely. -
| One of the more 1nterest1ng of ‘these occurs both in Tennessee and
Washlngton, where high percentages of the funds arewgomg to support
reorgamzatlons of the state educat:.on aqenC1es already in process at the
time block . grants were establlshed. In both cases the ragearchers report ‘
that the reorganlza{:lon seeks to move the agency avray from an emphaS1s on.
momtormg and regulatlon to greater capaC1ty for supplymg technical
asslstance to the local schooI districts. | ~{ ' -
‘Maine deslgnated a portlon of its share to be used for compet:.tlve
grants,. prmarlly in the areas of the antecedentuprograns
\ South Carolma s many categorles mder the headmg S;mgtnenmg_the.
s;a;g_ﬂiugangn_hgenﬂ seem to be prlma’rlly the maintenance of ‘the status
quo,, although there-is some attentlon to mcreased techmeal ass1stance to
local school districts. South Carollna recelved sllghtly more under'
pter 2 than it had under the antecedent prograns
o M1chlgan, Nebraska , and Colorado all appear to be using the state
port:ton in order to malnta.ln current capac1ty in the SEA. . This is to be
expected in both Michigan® and Colorado since both states had undergone_~
severe cutbacks in SEA posltlons in the recent past. |
Pennsylvama a:flocated its share of funds for administration, for
distr_ict_educatioral mprovement and for competltlve technology grants.
These last two catego_n_es are good examples of the use of the funds for
‘high pr\i"ority but previously unfunded programs. . ' .
-30- /\\
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'Ihe Pexas ‘Ed.l.cation“Agen'c'y wound up. fa-r better. off than it had been"

., under the antecedent programs. Despite somé’ controversy and under
pressure, they settled on glv%ng 1/3 of the state s portlon to. the ESAR
. Qistricts to offset the impact of the loss of ESAA funds. Tex4s and
'l'ennessee, along w:Lth Pennsylvanla s use noted above, provxde u% Wlth some
examples of the'use of marglnal funds tc support priorities already
establlshed but previously unfunded ‘Part of the state allocation in Texa.s
hab gore to fund a teather tralmng allowance to school dlStL'lCtS that was
leglslated by the Texas leﬁslature but never funded Tennessee s use of a
portlon of its state funds for a computer software network is another
example of small amounts being used to support priorities not currently
unded As we turn to the local school dlstrlcts, we find more examples of

this. .

: V.C. Local District Allocations
‘ One of the key areas to exam1ne in any long-tZ?m analysls of the’
mpact of ECIA's Chapter 2 is the utlllzatlon of funds at the local
district 1eve1. Will ‘there be sxgmflcant shlfts away from prevmusly(
fundedl aot1v1t1es to new ones'> 1f. this occurs, what happens to t.he
antecedent programs? Are they absorbed into locally funde act1v1t1es
(institutiona'lfz’ed) do they dlsappear , or do they appear in new guises —
preservmg the intent of the former programs but carrymg. out thlS 1ntent
in dlfferent ways? Where new act1v1t1es develop; can these be’ described as
creat:.ve and mnovat:.ve or are they safe , short-term uses of funds that

districts are afra.xd w111 cont:.nue to decllne or dlsappear altogether”

It is Stlll too early to answer, these quéstlons with certamty We

\' ‘ . /\J - ,\\
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can, however, begm to notJ.ce the energence of oertam patterns patterns R
which may or may not contlnue durmg the seoond Ye?*-” of chapter 2. .
S A recent’ survey of local school dlStIlCtS by the American,
-Assoc1atlon of School Adm:.mstrators (AASA) ‘for the General Accounting
Offlce sheds some llght on trends in lodal spencung by reglon and m
selected states. In that survey many dlstrlcts indicated that they werg
_spenﬁmg Chapter 2 funds for varlous typés ‘of materials and equ:.pment,

staff tramlng, and salarles. The fJ.nd:Lngs of this survey arg s1m11ar to

N

’those reported by our case study te earchers. Whlle on “the surface this
may appeaf tq be a massive trend to avoxdmg r1sk w1th IV-B type ourchases,
our case studies indicate a far more complex readlng of these patterns.
' Althou;h. the current data avallable through the case suudles & not lend

,thanselves to a mnn-state comparlson such as we have used in earlier |

sect:.ons of the report, we can examine two key issues across several

-

©

"states: oomputers and desegregatlon.

- e

-

In AASA's nat:.onal sample 49. 8% of the dlStIlCtS reportmg said they
' were makmg major expenditures on computer hardware, 33.7% on oomputer
software. From our knowledge of. 1nd1v1dual states *‘here are also
mdlcatlons that in some a falrly hagmrcentage of the staff tralmng ﬂ
funds are bemg used m conjlmctlon with oomputer llteracy actlvftles.
Does thlS emphasls on such use of money J.ndlcate r1sk~av01dance on
the’ part of dlStthtS or an exercise in \creat1v1ty and local contro;"
While there are probably elements of r1sk-avoxdance involved in some .

districts’ dec1slons to usé a slgnlflcant portlon ‘of thelr funds for

\]

-~ . =-32-




*

;\Tennessee,'andmchlgan. ' o \\)

. computers, se,veral of our case stud:.es show that locals have used thlS

opportlﬁuty to develop and advance the:.r computér llteracy capac.1t1es as -

part of what they cons:..der a major and mportant thrust for thelr schools
for the future. e s
Among the nine states in our case studles, very strong ev1dence ‘for

viewing the heavy emphasm on oomputer—related expendltdres as creat:we and

relatmg to the’ longer—tenn plans for education comes from Pennsylvania,

o

At ‘the present time local district data are 1ncomplete on
expendltures in Pennsylvama. The: study, however ’ trentlons the hlgh rate
of expendltures for oomputers and lmks it to the state 1n1t1at1ve by the

Governo;: 1n high technology and the actlon of the Secvetary of Educat.ron in’

prov1d1ng a state set—a51de of a portlon of Chapter 2 funds for grants 1 m

technology Ebr same local dJ.str;.cts,, KurJ.loff reports that C'napter 2 has -

prov1ded the,ma:.g/nal funds necessary to ass:.st them in. mtprovmg their

, computer-related capacltles at- a time when regular funds were not

suff:.c1ent to proceed at the optimal rate. He also reports that of the new

v ’

pro;ects begun in the dlstrlcts sampled, most 1nvolved some aspect of -

oonputer llteracy. He notes that the Pennsylvanla Department of’ Educat.lon
.estimated that 30% of the funds would go into each of the two areas of
Computer hardware and software purchases, but feels this estimate to .be
conservatlve. This appears to be relnforced by AASA's report for
Pennsylvama of the districts in their sample, 69.6% reported makmg
expendltur&s on hardware andJ7 8% on ‘software. |

When we turn to Tennessee, we also find a state priority reflected
in local dlstrlct behav1or. As Eyler notes, mlcrocomputer 11teracy is one

of the goals of the Governor s "Better Schools Program" and 1s a ma]or

. | SR | | | L
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objectlve of the State Department of Educatlon. Like Pennsylvania\,
Tennessee also set aside some of its state Chapter 2_ funds for this.
purpose, buying membershlp in a computer software network for the local
d1strigts with Apple computers. 0f the 89 districts Eyler exammed, 35
appeared to be buymg m1crocomputer haraware and software. A Tajor portlon .

of the funding 1n Mem;hls was allocated to m1crocomputer management - systems
’ . \ »

for the %1c Skills First" progran. ' .

\

Mlchlgan is the thlrd of our states where cxapter 2 appears to have
had an mportan role in asslstmg the mcrocomputer revolutlon.. Kearney )
¢ reports that many d1str1cts who were percelved to be winners in the

[y

~allocation of Chapter 2 funds have used them to increase the amount of
: hardware and software in thelr programs, to purChase training in how to use
them, or to prov1de istrlct-mde coordmatlon for mare effectlve use.

Both Maine and Texas also report emphasls on computer related
purchases.. Mlllett est:.mates that about 34% of tf'ne funds in Maine are .
bemg used for hardware and software addltlor:sq In Texas, Katzman
estmates a fairly high percentage of funds being s(p??gton computer—rel_ated
progects. o - o " . o

It may very well ‘be that computer-—related se of Chapter 2 n‘\oney"
gives local districts the best of all possible worlds: a low-risk IV-B
type purchase combined v;lth a high prlorlty, inncvative program. -

One of the antecedent prograns consolidated irito the Chapter 2 block
I'd
grant was ESAA aid _ for d1str1cts undergoing: _school desegregatron. . This

was, and ).s, a source of controversy and requlres, therefore,acareful

Y
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: exammatlon in the nine states we are studying. For two of these states,
Maine and Nebraska, ESAA fund:.ng was not a major issue. Our discussion
) here focuses on the ranalnmg swen. Because of the ‘d}fferlng context in
_each of the states few generallzatmns can be made.

| The varxat:.ons 1}1 response to the Chapter 2 oonsolldatlon of ESAA
" funds can' be seen Ry looklng flrst at mchlgan, where the, twelve ESAA ,
districts were "losers" in total dollars. I_osses were exacerbated here by
t:.ght eooncmlc conditions. Kearney reports that Detro:.t and Flint felt the
losses keenly and belleved they had no c.ho.we but to use their-full ECIA
awarck for ESAA act.w:.tles. For 'chem, Chapter 2 provided no flEX].bLn.lty or.
leverage. Detroit and Flint are both very large urban dlstrlcts.' Benton :
Harbor, a smaller urban dlstrJ.ct that, was also an F.'SAA loser , reacted qute

dlfferently. Beriton Harbor officials reported that Chapter d to

- careful and locally-controlled plannlng for locally determl ed needs.* .

Almost 50% of their Chapter 2 allocabion went for basic SklllS teachers to ,
tutor pupils 1n K-2 who failed to meet minimum competency reqt.lrements,
something they felt they couldn't have done except for Chapter 2 funds.
‘While not supporting the W as under ESAA fundmg, they are -
usxng the money to the M achlevmg here at least one of the
intents ' of . the leglslatlon. ‘

In Washlngton, Seattle was the only blg loser in the consolidation
of anteoe t prograns into ECIA. We-described brlefly earlier Seattle's
"role in the development of formula to 1nclude desegregatlon components.
Seattle elected to spend all of its Chapter 2 allotment for ESAA purposes,
It does not appear, however, lron Elmore’s report that the clty chose to;
_. continue earller ESAA act1v1t1es. It has moved mstead to a bulldmg—baSed

i,
grt of desegregatlon through school 1mprovement. Pr1nc1pals at “the

-
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'building—lex-lel d_eveloo plans for the use .‘of) thelr money, glvgﬁ.rig t.heﬂmore ’_:'.;v
flexibility. leore notes that this has Droeduced é@he numbers of cénttal s

office personnel involved.: 2 .D' e : '\; "-;',- : ; ' 0

In dls-ussm,g- the 1mpact of Chapter 92 on ESAA ﬂlStI@.CtS Ll’}) 0

Pennsylvanla, Kurlloff notes that in many df them Ehe effect was les&

serious than it might have been because desegregatlon effort% had been "

\;

0

going -on for many years. and had bee\ oompléted in four of the of’lglnal ten
districts undef court order. Three others had acoompllshed 'nOst of thelr
goals bv-1982. The 1mpact of ESAA cutbacks on Ph_lladelpm,a0 potentlally
quite serious, was mltlgated by the revenue made avallable because of the
prolonged teachers' strlker another large dlstrlct in t.he state repocted
1t was ‘"rlght in the mlddle of its plan and suffered a huue loss under
E:CIA." (p. 44) Thls dlstrlct d1d at* mpt to cover as nuch of the progran ‘as ’_
-1t could from 1ts own budget, but stlll was forced to make severe cuts in
personrel and its computer program. . V j
Katzman reports three major losers among the ESAA districts- in |
Texas Dallas, Houston, and Austm., We smrmarlzed earller “the role of the
. Dallas and Houston superlntendents in hav1ng a desegregatlon component \
1ncluded in the state formula. The state “share of funds also included a-.
set—aslde for desegregatlon.purposes that was allotted to the d1str1cts
whlch had. reoelved ESAA funds in pr:.or years. : Dallas, like Detroxt and,"

Y .
Flint in Mlchlgarf, does not see Chapter 2 as a- posltlve development .

. providing opportunl-ty.'for flelelJ.lty at the local ‘level, since’ its 43, l% ‘

,loss of prewious money ‘was so high. One new program, curr1culum' '_
- development in the magnet "schools, has resulted from the use uf t.‘ne fundsv '
from lthe state set-as:.de for desegregatlon. . San Antonio, among Texas g

cities recelvmg ESAA funds ’ actually mcreased its fundmg under Chapter 2 -
by 8.6%. ST ;
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‘ Perhaps ‘the most mterestmg development relat& to ESAA and Chapter
2 ‘has occurred in ‘I'ennessee.. Both Memphis and Me"'ro Nashville we'e
. recipiénts of large amounts of ESAA money. Metro Nashville suffered a 30%
decrease in overall funding under Chapter 2 'and Memphis remained
approxlmately the same. Both-cities chose to discontinue prior ESAAv
actlvz.tles. In the oomprehenslve needs assessment done in Metro Nashville,
no support was found for programs perceived as desegregation-related. In
the context of- Metro Nashville's dec1slon to spend 50% of its Chapter 2
funés for students nee remedlal ass1-sta.nce.u in reading in the eigh
grade, Eyler makes an J.m.erestn.ng comment about ‘the effectlveness of the
_local approach tc problems undér Chapter 2 as, opposed to t;e regulatlonsl
and spec1f1catlons ‘under the. former ESAA program. "1t would be
short-sighted ... to assume that the use of these funds is less ‘valuable in
a desegregated system under-the réw ‘expenditure patterns” (p. 65) when, as
she notes, many mmorlty students are resegreaated by achievement after the
eighth grade. - . -~ L |

e

" Memphis gives us, in Eyler's terms, a true test case to contrast
jocal understanding of needs against prior regulations in its approach to
the allocation' of its Chapter 2 fur{ds. In the transition from antecedent
programs to Chaoter 2, Memphis just about maintained its total prior
funding. Theoretlcally and practlcially, it could have chosen to oontmue'
its prlor activities with minimal adjustment.. In actuality, the decision '
was n;ade not to continue prlor act1v1t1es and to redirect the- funds to
prograns “the dlstrlct felk would be more effectlve in achlevmg its goals.

Menphls s priorities in order were: basic skills and computer technology,

w}"th some continued suppOrt for .a project related to the interracial.
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climate in the schools. It mlght be well to note at this pomt that
Memphis has a black superintendent who has worked very closely with the
- community in hls leadership of the district. .

Cohn, in dlscussmg the ;unpact on ESAA dJ.stncts in South Carolina,

suggests that these districts were the largest losers under Chapter 2. He

\
also notes, however, that the amount; of ESAA funds going to these dlstrlcts ‘

had ‘been declining an’d that some former ES districts, such as

Williamsburg County and Charleston, were no longer reoeiving'ESAA funds. .

Rose reports that Denver, the largest loser m Colora&), has as its

priority the oontmuatlon of its ESAA programs.
jl‘he,se few examples suggest that the impact of Chapter 2 on ESAA

districts resists facile generalization. Understanding its true dimensicns

will require careful further probing.

As we have reviewed and analyzed the draft reports of the nine case
studies, it has become evident that a number of areas requ1re closer

examination. These fall into the- following groupings.

In all of the states being studied, officials at both state and

local levels have expressed concern about the lack of mores specific.

requlation and a fear that a future audit will reﬁult in problens for the :

districts. Those with prev1ous experlence in receiving federal funds are
more skeptical than those who have not had them before. While they

generally applaud the reduced and smpllfled paperwork, they simply find it
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dlfflcult to accept that this was really mtended and will continue.
Several reports suggest ‘these questlons about federal requuanents may have‘-
c.ontnbuted to the tendency to make IV-B type purchases in eqmpnens. and.
materials, as well as to suggest these same categorles as the most
appropriate areas for serv1ces to students in pnvate schools.

Some attention should be*paid to whether or not ‘these fears ar‘e '

_alleviated and if they are not, what continuing impact they may have on

-~

state and district programing under Chapter 2.

The nir;e case studies of the first year tracked in detail the
implementation process at the state level during the stage involving .
planning and fi;st round of applications. ‘Several questions arise out of
that work. What are the potential longer—tem .unpacts of Chapter ‘2' on. the
organlzatlon of the state education agency” Have the block grants been a
factor m creatlve planning at the state as well as the local levels'> Have
they supported priorities and 1n1t1at1ves already 1dent1f1ed by the
agencies? | |

" Given the questions and controversies that surrounded the allocation
of the 20% set—aside to the state educat.lon agenc'ies in Maine, Nebraska, .
Colorado,)and Washmgton and -the posslblllty that a new State Advisory -
Committee may challenge 1t in Texas, continued attention to thls is in

order.




L

| *vI.C. Private Schools and Chapter 2 .
| . , - ] ’ '
| ‘ -

~

-Oone of the specific 1ntents of the ECIA lerislation was that

services urnder Chapter 2 would be available to students who attend private.
schools. Our nine case studies lndlcate that local ’schOOl dlstrlcts were
: qu:.te exact and thorough in thel/r procedures for notlfymg prwate schools

'and workn}%nth them in. t}le/appllcatlon process. Many. had procedures for

'-thls in pface under’ the antecedent prograns. ‘

&égbert m hls /study of Nebraska dlscussed the constitutional
probl;ns that rosulted in the use of the "by-pass" for provmdmg services
to prlvate school students. Rose, in examlnmg the prlvate-publlc |
relatlonshlp/ in Colorado, ralsed questlons about future problems in
prov1d1_ng prlvate school students with services under the "empowerlng
process’ ‘in. Colorado for the reallocation of federal funds. in Michigan,
challenge has been filed as to the state const;tutlonallty ogﬁsbuaZing
Chapter 2 funded services to prlvate SChools. _

At least some districts in all of the states ralsed the‘ issue of-the
unreimbursed costs involved in private school notlflcatlon and oonsultat:.on
in planmm. suggestions were made that money fori this be made avallable‘
from the statels portlon of Chapter 2 funds and even that the state sfhould
assume res;:ons:.blllty for - the notification of prlvate schools.

Most of our case studies -= and in partlcula Colorado, Mlchlgan,
) Pennsylvania, and Washmgton — refer to the students :Ln prlvate schools as
"wmners" under Chapter 2, smce the formula allocat.lon provides in almost
every instance that more services will be avallable to private school
students under Chapter 2 than had been under the antecedent progranms.

Clearly these issues as well as guestions about the extent and kind of

services being provided to -private school students require further stgdy.
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while each of the nine caSe studies has todched'upoh the fate of :the'

antecedent prograns other than ESSA, no systematic attention was paid to  * -

'these in the first year's work. There have been general reports that
except for Tltle IV.B. ac‘t1v1t1es, many of the anteceden_t. categor_lcal
programs have not been funded. Have these been mstitut;i.onaiized and their
~support plcked up in other ways or were they deemed 1nsuff1c1ently

important to the longer-tern_l goals of the district to be continued?
_ ~

Given the restrictions of tlme and resources, the .nine case studies
provide a falrly detalled exammatlon of” the 1n1t1al impacts of ECIA 'on
E‘SAA districts in the reﬁpectlve states. ESAA fundmg was an expresslon of
a natlon‘al prlorlty in education not bemg adequately attended to at the
state and local levels. A finer and more deta:.led analysis of the use of
Chapter .2 funds for ESAA purposes, as well as a contlnued exploration of
the over-'-all impact of Chapter 2 on ESAA d1str1cts, should be-d@ high

priority in future Chapter 2 evaluations.

An on-going exammatlon of the use of Chapter 2 funds in local
school districts in the nine statjcan help determine whether the
increased local ‘control and decreased paperwork result in prograns that may

be c_al led "creative" or "mnovatlve" and that have the potent.tal to result
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~in. improvement in education. Such an analysis must keep in perspective the

relatively séﬁll améuhtg of money available to. the districts throﬁgh /\

Chapter 2. Given_that caveat, some questions suggested by case study

" findings inpludé: ‘

' - . o ‘//—‘ify . ) - E .
1. Has Chapter 2 really rewarded the less aggressive while

_punishing the entrepreneurial? A close loock is needed

"at districts with little or no prior funding under the

* antecedent programs. ' : ; :

2. Paying special attention tq the concept that marginal
funds may - provide an i tant lift to a district,
making the funding of desired but unfunded activities

" possible in a tight econamic period, are there indications
that Chapter 2 funding is being used to provide this
needed flexibility at the local level?

3. Is.the lack of federal regulations always a positive
factor in supporting fche_developnent_of active ,

- programs? A few local officials suggested this year

.2+ that they use federal regulations to do things
otherwise not possible.in their districts. "

4. Has the decreaséd requlation and paperwork- '
resulted in a significant shift of funds into
programs new to the districts in questior?

LY

VI SIIMME'BI.ES' EMEBG.]]!Gl REIIEB‘ 'HS‘ AND FEDERAL POLICY

o~

1.-~-1‘?.=.\ch of the case study -awthors nas stressed the tentativeness of his -
or her conclusions. Across the case s_tudies, however, certdin common

patterns are beginning to emerge.

~ 1. In general, the process of implementation seems to have
. gone smoothly. This may be due in part to the small
. amounts of money at stake and the sense expressed by
. many that ‘“these funds might be even smaller in later
years. The experience and capacity gained from working
with other federal programs over the years may also
have played a role in this. - ' -

2. The large number of winning districts seem to be small
town and rural districts and those which in prior years

. -
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have not had funding under the-~competitive antecedent -
.« programs. The distributive nature.of Chdpter kes that
inevitable. =~ - | o "

3, Districts which lost funds under . Chapter 2 tended to
be those with either large amounts of ESAA money ot those
- "with the capacity and ehtrepreneurial spirit who sought

out additional funds, whatever their source.g (Same
districts fall into both categories). : ’

. 4.  There is some evidence (Washingtoh and Tennessee) that

Chaptér 2 has supperted already planned creative

restructuring and refocusing of capabilities in the

state education agency.. In the other states, the current .

information seems to indicate a support of the status quo,

although needed changes may .already bave occurred. :

| 5. There is also some evidence of-use of Chapter 2 funds to
support long-temm goals of the local school’ districts
which might otherwise have gone unfunded at the present
‘1 '1 E . . - s . ]

. 6~ There are indications in Tennessee and in specific
. examples in Michigan. that Chapter 2 funds in ESAA :
districts may be providing mor€ flexibility to direct
change in those districts’in ways perceived by the T
. districts to be potentially more effective in promoting
desegregation than the prior ESAA activities were.

7. There is some evidence to indicate that private school g

participation in Chapter 2 is high, although ewidence
about private schools is still incomplete. 7‘ ’

After we havélhad the opébr_tunity to' track the states through a ’
second year of Chapter 2 activity, we expect to describe béth common trends
and particular problems in more detail. | | o

National concerns and tensions are reflected i‘n. thé states'
responses to the progran; -and thése, as one would .'expect, differ from state
to state according to the pafticdlér 'pr'oéram or issue at'%t‘:ake;' Will
Michigan, Texas, and washington continue to:try to mitigate the’ négative
impact‘_'pf Chapter 2 on ESAA districts through the formula or special state
set-asides? Will the significarit shift of funds for‘ ée;vices from thé
public to the private sector go unchal lenged by legisla}:ive' and‘;judicial

processes? 'Are the effects -- prese'nvt and potential -- of ECIA on

v
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mtergovernmental relatlons really well understood, espec1ally as these

relaéé-ﬂp:’state and iocal relatlons and to relatlons within state

‘ govermmen é‘-\wen the ‘executive and. lealslatlve powers or between the

. executlve and: elected state school OfflClalS. Tensions and problens in

trhese areas have been noted earller in the cases of Washi;,’ixgton and
\ .

‘e

Colcrado. .

. . .y oL s

while there were ‘a number of mdlcations’ in the different case

.studies that Chapter 2 mght be contnbuting to some mnovatlve programning

at the local level, there seems- also to be ev1dence, at least in thls flrst

phase, that the opposrte may be true. Kearney reports "nthere was 11ttlen

ev1dence to suggpst that these dollars were being ‘used in any creative or-

mnovatlve way.® (p. 168) Rose declares about Co_lorado that "It 1s too
early to tell whether the ECIA program stlmulated mnovative program
developments at the )(ocal 1evel." (p. 62) Thls sentiment was shared by all
of the case: study researchers. i

The case studJ.es also provide some 1n51ghts -into the local planning

process. Cohn reports of South Carolira that local choices about spendmg

Chapter 2 money were made through processes that range . from the decrslons

of a s;'.ngle official to the involvement of the broader comumity, including
parent—teacher groups. Kuriloff provides documentation on the, mvo;vetrwént
of the commmity in educat_ronal plann ; for Chapter 2 at the local level
in Pennsylvam.a, noting also that the mechanisms for such involvement were

'already in place prlor to ECIA.

.

These are same major topics. to be contmued through further study .

Other patterns may emerge as the program continues to develop.

/
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13.

T 14.

“(ESEA Title III Part D)

N i , _
ANTECEDENT PROGRAMS CONSOLIDATELD
INTO CHAPTER 2, ECIA BLOCK GRANT
Instructional Materials and School Library Resources

(Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
Title IV Part B) - '

Improvement in Local Education Practices
(ESEA Title IV Part C) -

_ -Gt.iiéance,‘ Counseling, and Testding

(ESEA Title IV Part D) .-

Strengthening State Educational Agency Management
(ESEA Title V. Pact 'B) o

Emergency School Aid Act

(ESEA Title IV Sections 601-617) o LT

- pre-College Teacher Development Center

(National Science Foundation Act of '1950)

+ . @v
Teacher Corps , . : .
(Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) Title V Part A)
Teacher Centers ‘
(HEA Title V- Part B Section 532)
Metric _Educétibn o R ' .

(ESEA Title III Part B)

Arts in Education .

(ESEA Title III Part ©) .= .
Preschool Partnership Programs -

Coasumer Education
(ESZA Title II1 Part E)

Youth E;nbloyment ) S
(ESFA Title 111 Part F) : : /

Taw-Related Education
(ESEA Title III Part'G)

Envirformental Education
(ESEA Title III Part HY

Health Education
(ESEA Title IFI Part I)

~45- . 4'9
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. \
17. Correction Education \
(ESEA Title III Part J)\

18, Dissemination of Information’
' (ESEA Title III Part K) \
19. Biomedical Sciences
(ESEA Title III Part L)
20. Population Education.
(ESEA’Title III Part M)

21. International Understanding - ' .
(ESEA Title III Part N) Ce

22, Commmity Schools :
' (ESEA Title VIII) -

23, Gifted and Talented
T+ . (ESEA Title IX Part A)

A

' 24. Educational Proficieéncy Standards
: (ESEA Title IX Part B) -

25. -safe schools
. (ESEA Title IX Part D)

26. .'Ethni'c Heritage Studies - \ .
(ESEA Title IX Part E) ~

27.. Career Education
) (Career Incentive Act)

‘28.' .Desegr,egation Training and Advisory Services
(Civil Rights Act of 1964 Title IV Section 405)

29. Follow-Through Act
{on a phased basis)
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